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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1. 1 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
12/06/2010 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

1 . Claims 1 , 8-1 5, 20-26 and 32-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Resnick et al., U.S. Patent Number 7,086,009 B2 in view of 
Hatanaka et al., U.S. Patent Number 5,926,177. 

Regarding claim 1 , Resnick discloses a display entity for use in presenting a 
visual depiction of a process entity of a process plant to a user on a display device 
(figure 1 1 ), the display entity comprising: a computer readable memory (PC 1 00 and 
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102, it is inherent that PC's have computer readable memory); and, a display object 
stored on the computer readable memory and adapted to be executed on a processor 
(col. 7, lines 30-48), the display object including: a property memory adapted to store a 
value of a property associated with the process entity(col. 1 1 , lines 29-67); a graphic 
representation of the process entity adapted to be displayed to a user on a display 
device when the display object is executed on a processor (col. 1 2, lines 5-1 1 ); a 
definition routine adapted to enable a user to define a routine that operates in 
conjunction with the graphic representation of the process entity and the value of the 
property associated with the process entity during execution of the display object (col. 
29, line 61- col. 30, line 26); and a routine that operates in conjunction with the graphic 
representation of the process entity displayed to the user and that is associated with the 
value of the property (col. 30, line 50 - col. 31 , line 1 6), to reflect an operating condition 
of the process plant associated with the process entity (col. 2, lines 21-26, control over 
a process compare the current status to a desired operating level calculate a corrective 
action and implement a change, and furthermore in process control and manufacturing 
control systems, generally a pilot installation is used and where the hardware changes 
and application system grows executing the application model, col. 6, lines 3-49, which 
Examiner interprets as operating condition of the process plant). 

However, it is noted that Resnick fails to disclose altering the manner in which 
the graphic representation of the process entity is displayed to the user according to the 
value of the property. 
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Hatanaka discloses altering the manner in which the graphic representation of 
the process entity is displayed to the user according to the value of the property (col. 3, 
line 58 - col. 4, line 45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include in the routine that operates with the graphic representation 
displayed to the user as disclosed by Resnick, the alteration of the manner in which the 
graphic representation of the process entity is displayed as disclosed by Hatanaka, to 
allow model changes, immediate indication of different states of the objects and 
switching between different views. 

Regarding claim 8, Resnick et al. discloses reference that connects a property 
value to a data source within the process plant (figures 12-20). 

Regarding claims 9, 20, 32, Resnick et al. disclose the routine is an executable 
routine that transforms the property value from the data source within the process plant 
(figure 10, which shows a process plant with fill bins and alerts to alarming conditions, 
which Examiner interprets as an executable routine that transforms, i.e. fills the property 
value). 

Regarding claims 10, 21, 33, Resnick et al. discloses transforming the property 
value to a duration (Column 21 , lines 23-28, transforming the property value to a 
duration of a fill bin). 
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Regarding claims 1 1 , 22, 34, Resnick et al. discloses detecting a condition with 
a change in graphic presentation. (Column 1 1 , lines 61 -64, alarm information). 

Regarding claims 12, 23, 35, Resnick et al. discloses the detected condition 
relates to a communication status (col. 11, line 60, information gathering, which 
Examiner interprets as a communication status). 

Regarding claims 13, 24, 36, Resnick et al. discloses user input from the user via 
graphic visualization (col. 8, lines 40-43). 

Regarding claims 14, 25, 37, Resnick et al. discloses the executable routine uses 
the input to cause a change to the property value to effect a runtime environment 
exterior to the display entity (col. 14, lines 22-34). 

Regarding claim 15, it is rejected based upon similar rational as above claim 1 . 
Resnick et al. also discloses a library of graphic objects, each graphic object including a 
visual representation of a physical or a local entity within the process plant (Fig. 10), a 
graphically based editor canvas routine that enables a user to define an executable 
graphic display by placing one or more visual representations of the graphic objects 
from the library of graphic objects onto an edit-canvas to define a manner in which the 
one or more visual representations of the graphic objects will be displayed on a display 
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device to a user during execution of the graphic display (base object editor 2034), a 
property definition canvas routine adapted to enable a user to define a property 
associated with at least one of the plurality of graphic objects (interface definitions 
2002); a binding definition routine adapted to enable a user to specify a binding 
between the property and a runtime environment within the process plant (interface 
definition 2002). 

Regarding claim 26, it is rejected based upon similar rational as claim 1 above. 
Resnick discloses a processor (personal computers 100 and 102); a plurality of 
graphical object adapted to be executed by the processor (col. 9, lines 9-10, application 
object executing upon personal computers); a graphical display (personal computers 
100 and 102). 

2. Claims 2-7, 1 6-1 9 and 27-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Resnick in view of Hatanaka et al. as applied to claims 1,15 and 26 
above, and further in view of Joseph et al., U.S. Patent Number 5,485,600. 

Regarding claims 2, 16, 27, it is noted that Resnick et al. and Hatanaka do not 
explicitly disclose an animation routine that animates the graphic representations. 
However, Joseph et al. discloses an animation routine that animates the graphic 
representations in response to changes in data values (Column 7, lines 50-55). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the animation of Joseph et al. with 
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the graphic representation of Resnick et al. and Hatanaka, to provide dynamic control 
systems and provide a user with an easily known the status of a device. 

Regarding claims 3, 17, 28, Joseph et al. discloses animation routine animates 
the graphic representation in a continuous manner (Column 15, lines 7-14, drawing the 
objects and redrawing the virtual objects at run time, which Examiner interprets as 
continuous manner). 

Regarding claims 4, 18, 29, it is noted that Resnick et al. and Hatanaka fail to 
disclose the animation routine applying at least one of a skew, rotation, a translation 
and resizing to the graphic representation. However, Joseph et al. discloses animation 
routine applying at least one of a skew, rotation, a translation and resizing to the graphic 
representation. (Column 7, lines 43-50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill to combine the animation of Joseph et al. with the graphic representation of 
Resnick et al. and Hatanaka, to provide dynamic control systems and recognizable 
status updates of a device or system. 

Regarding claims 5, 19, 30, it is noted that Resnick et al. and Hatanaka fail to 
disclose the animation routine applying at least one a color animation, or a color 
gradient animation, or an opacity animation, or a font characteristic animation, or a 
video property the graphic representation. However, Joseph et al. discloses animation 
routine applying at least one a color animation, or a color gradient animation, or an 
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opacity animation, or a font characteristic animation, or a video property the graphic 
representation (Column 7, lines 43-50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill to combine the animation of Joseph et al. with the graphic representation of 
Resnick et al. and Hatanaka, with the motivation of dynamic control systems and easily 
know the status of a device. 

Regarding claims 6 and 31 , it is noted that Resnick et al and Hatanaka fail to 
disclose the graphic representation includes two or more primitives and wherein the 
routine changes a property of one of the primitives. However Joseph et al. discloses 
graphic representation includes two or more primitives (Fig. 29) and wherein the routine 
changes a property of one of the primitives (Column 1 9, lines 32-39). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the graphical representation of Resnick 
and Hatanaka, with the multiple graphic primitives with a routine which changes a 
property of a graphic primitive of Joseph et al with the motivation of having a multitude 
of different controls in a process system. 

Regarding claim 7, Resnick discloses the property of one of the primitives is a fill 
property (figures 10 and 11). 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 03/09/201 0 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 
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Applicant argues Resnick fails to disclose a display object or a display object that 
includes a property memory to store a value of a property associated with a process 
entity, a graphic representation of the process entity adapted to be displayed to a user 
on a display device, a definition routine and a routine that operates in conjunction with 
the graphic representation to alter the manner in which the graphic representation of the 
process entity is displayed. Resnick discloses a plant process and a plant model and 
application object deployment view, col. 22, lines 20-25. Resnick discloses a 
configuration utility interface that displays the application components according to the 
two alternative views, i.e. figure 12 a partially completed model view user interface and 
a figure 1 1 a tree structure high-level model view of the areas in a process plant. 
Resnick discloses col. 22, lines 47-50, a view enabling a technician to identify and 
specify logical groupings for defining policies governing application object such as 
alarming behaviors, therefore allowing a definition routine and a routine that operates in 
conjunction with the graphic representation to alter the manner in which the graphic 
representation of the process entity is displayed, i.e. an alarming behavior. Resnick 
discloses an Object Designer as a graphical utility that enables a developer to develop 
new object and primitives for objects, col. 30, lines 50-60. Resnick discloses in col. 33, 
lines 8-13, an object file is stored with the shape of the object, and the developer also 
specifies attributes for the primitive hierarchy and the shape of the new primitive is 
saved, col. 33, lines 58-61 . 



Application/Control Number: 10/589,845 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2628 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Motilewa Good-Johnson whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7658. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday 9-5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Wang can be reached on (571 ) 272-081 1 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Motilewa Good-Johnson/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2628 



